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STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. REID:
S. 1564. A bill to convey land to the

University of Nevada at Las Vegas Re-
search Foundation for a research park
and technology center; read the first
time.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the text of the bill
be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 1564
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—
(1) the University of Nevada, Las Vegas,

needs land in the greater Las Vegas area to
provide for the future growth of the univer-
sity;

(2) the proposal by the University of Ne-
vada, Las Vegas, for construction of a re-
search park and technology center in the
greater Las Vegas area would enhance the
high tech industry and entrepreneurship in
the State of Nevada; and

(3) the land transferred to the Clark Coun-
ty Department of Aviation under section 4(g)
of the Southern Nevada Public Land Man-
agement Act of 1998 (Public Law 105–263; 112
Stat. 2346) is the best location for the re-
search park and technology center.

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this Act
are—

(1) to provide a suitable location for the
construction of a research park and tech-
nology center in the greater Las Vegas area;

(2) to provide the public with opportunities
for education and research in the field of
high technology; and

(3) to provide the State of Nevada with op-
portunities for competition and economic de-
velopment in the field of high technology.
SEC. 2. CONVEYANCE TO THE UNIVERSITY OF NE-

VADA AT LAS VEGAS RESEARCH
FOUNDATION.

(a) CONVEYANCE.—Notwithstanding section
4(g)(4) of the Southern Nevada Public Land
Management Act of 1998 (Public Law 105–263;
112 Stat. 2347), the Clark County Department
of Aviation may convey, without consider-
ation, all right, title, and interest in and to
the parcel of land described in subsection (b)
to the University of Nevada at Las Vegas Re-
search Foundation for the development of a
technology research center.

(b) DESCRIPTION OF LAND.—The parcel of
land referred to in subsection (a) is the par-
cel of Clark County Department of Aviation
land—

(1) consisting of approximately 115 acres;
(2) located in the SW 1⁄4 of section 33, T. 21

S., R. 60 E., Mount Diablo Base and Meridian;
and

(3) identified in the agreement entitled
‘‘Interim Cooperative Management Agree-
ment Between the United States Department
of the Interior—Bureau of Land Management
and Clark County’’, dated November 4, 1992.

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself,
Mr. WYDEN, Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr.
CORZINE, Mr. HARKIN, and Mr.
LEAHY):

S. 1565. A bill relating to United
States adherence to the ABM Treaty;
to the Committee on Armed Services.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. President, I
rise today to introduce legislation re-
garding the testing, development, and

possible deployment of a National Mis-
sile Defense system. This legislation is
cosponsored by Senators WYDEN, FEIN-
GOLD, CORZINE, HARKIN, and LEAHY.

I share the concern of many of my
colleagues that, in the aftermath of the
horrific events of September 11, this is
not the appropriate time or place for a
divisive debate on the Senate floor on
missile defense.

That is why I did not offer this legis-
lation as an amendment on the Defense
authorization bill, do not intend to
offer it as an amendment on other leg-
islation before the Senate at this time,
and do not intend to push this legisla-
tion for a vote at this point in time.
This is not the time for Senate consid-
eration of this legislation or for a divi-
sive debate on this issue.

But I also believe that it is critical
that at the appropriate time, and in
the appropriate way, a full public and
congressional debate on missile defense
must occur. It is simply too an impor-
tant a decision, and too important an
issue, to be treated in any other way.

Indeed, National Missile Defense is
one of the most serious foreign policy
and national security issue that we
will face in the coming decades. The
administration’s decisions on this issue
should be made deliberately, in con-
sultation with our allies, and, most im-
portantly, in consultation with the
United States Congress.

As one Senator, I myself have spent
considerable time over the past several
years in meetings, briefings, and dis-
cussions on this issue. Earlier this year
I had the opportunity to discuss mis-
sile defense issues at length with
former Secretary Perry.

He suggested to me that the pro-
liferation of nuclear, chemical, and bi-
ological weapons of mass destruction,
and the increasing availability to other
nations as well as transnational groups
such as terrorist organizations, of the
technology and material necessary to
develop and deliver WMD is perhaps
the most serious threat to U.S. na-
tional security today.

Secretary Perry went on to argue,
however, that National Missile Defense
is not and should not be seen as a one-
size-fits-all substitute for an effective
non-proliferation strategy, and that
the United States must have a bal-
anced program to effectively safeguard
our interests. This includes effective
strategies for the prevention of pro-
liferation, deterrence, homeland de-
fense, and counter-proliferation, and
clearly calibrating and allocating re-
sources to meet the real challenges
that face U.S. national security inter-
ests.

I believe that the approach suggested
by Secretary Perry makes a good deal
of sense.

Based on this approach, I believe that
it is therefore important for Congress
to ask a number of questions with re-
gard to NMD. Questions such as:

Would missile defense have helped to
prevent the events of September 11?

Are there more immediate security
needs, such as homeland defense, which

demand priority on our scarce national
defense and national security re-
sources?

Is NMD an appropriate to serve as
the central axle around which U.S. na-
tional security rotates, given the na-
ture of the threats we now face?

Would unilateral U.S. withdrawal
from the ABM Treaty hurt U.S. efforts
to get international cooperation in the
battle against terrorism?

Will acquiring NMD make the United
States, and the world, safer and more
secure? Or will unilateral U.S. develop-
ment and deployment of NMD, and uni-
lateral violation, abrogation, or with-
drawal from the Anti-Ballistic Missile
Treaty, make us less safe and secure?

I am also concerned that with what
appears to be a rush toward construc-
tion at Fort Greely, AK, the adminis-
tration has already made a decision on
deployment, without having yet an-
swered these bottom line questions.

The legislation that I and my col-
leagues introduce today seeks to ad-
dress these questions, and to suggest
that the balanced approach suggested
by Secretary Perry to safeguarding the
United States from the threat of WMD
attack might be a wiser policy for Con-
gress to consider, rather than merely
rubber-stamping the administration’s
missile defense policy.

This legislation would: express the
Sense of the Senate that U.S. research
and development of missile defense re-
main consistent with the ABM treaty,
that the U.S. should pursue good faith
negotiations with Russia to make such
modifications to the ABM as may be
necessary, but that the U.S. should not
unilaterally opt-out of the treaty and
not deploy a missile defense system
that has not met the basic research,
testing, and evaluation standards to
prove its operational effectiveness.

Place a limitation on funding avail-
able for missile defense testing, evalua-
tion, or deployment that would unilat-
erally abrogate or violate the ABM
treaty.

Call on the Secretary of State to re-
port to Congress, if a decision on de-
ployment is made, regarding the na-
ture of the threat that triggered the
deployment decision and the likely im-
pact that the deployment decision will
have on U.S. national security inter-
ests.

Call on the Secretary of Defense to
report to Congress, if a decision on de-
ployment is made, on the operational
effectiveness of the missile defense sys-
tem.

Call on the President to make an an-
nual report to Congress on the nature
of the WMD threat faced by the U.S.
and its allies, evaluate the threat posed
by different means of delivery, ranging
from ballistic missiles to suitcase
bombs, provide an estimation for the
total cost of development and deploy-
ment of missile defense, and make a
determination whether missile defense
spending adversely impacts other pri-
ority national security programs of the
Department of Defense.
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